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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FORTHE
ACCELERATED WATER TRANSFERS AND EXCHANGES
FRIANT DIVISION CONTRACTORS
WATER YEAR 2006-2010

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with the Section 102 (2) ( ¢) of the National Environment Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969, as amended, the South-Central Area Office of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation), has determined that the approval of an accel erated water transfer and
exchange program for the CV P Contractorsthat have accessto Friant Division Project
Facilities during the 2006-2010 water year will not significantly affect the quality of the
human environment. Furthermore, an environmental impact statement is not required. This
Finding of No Significant Impact is supported by the attached environmental assessment
which is hereby incorporated by reference.

The Federa action is the Proposed Action of the attached Environmental Assessment and is
the approval of an Accelerated Water Transfer and Exchange Program for a period of five (5)
years (from March 1,2006 to February 28,2011).

FINDINGS
This Finding of No Significant Impact is supported by the following factors:

1 No changein project supply: The Friant Division Contractorswill continue to
receivetheir alotted CVP project supply based upon hydrologic conditions.

2. Biological Resources. Therewould be no effect on biological resourcesas a
result of the proposed action.

3. Threatened and Endangered Species. There would be no effect on any species
listed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Although there are
known listed speciesin the area, the transfer and exchange program will not
affect critical habitat.

4, Cultural Resources: The action includes no new structures such as dams,
canals, or reservoirs, construction activities, or physical changesto the
environment and therefore will not affect prehistoric, historic, or traditional
cultural properties.

5. Demographics and Environmental Justice: Because the proposed action is
only increasing the flexibility of current operations, it will not have an adverse
effect on human health or the environment, as defined by environmental
justice policies and directives. The proposed action will not
disproportionately affect any socio-economic or low-income groups.



6. Indian Trust Assets: No Indian Trust Assets occur within the Contractors
service areas. Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts to Indian Trust Assets
would occur.
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SECTION 1: PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION
11  Purposeof Action

To implement an accelerated water transfer program (AWTP) that facilitates efficient water
management through water transfers and/or exchanges between Central Valley Project (CVP)
Contractors with access to Friant Division facilities, which includes Friant Division and Cross
Valley (CV) Contractors with CVP water fiom Friant Division (Millerton Lake) viathe Madera
Canal and/or the Friant-Kern Canals (FKC). The purposeof actionisto facilitate efficient water
management by allowing contractors within the same geographical areas to conduct annual
transfers of the type historically carried out under an accelerated water transfer program which
streamlines Reclamation's approval process.

12  Need for theAction

An AWTP is needed to reduce costs and redundant reviews associated with Reclamation’s
approval process. CVP Contractors within the Friant Division and CV Contractors need to
relocate or shift CVP water suppliesto meet irrigation (agriculture) demand or municipal and
industrial (M&I) requirements.

1.3  Scopeof thisEnvironmental Analysis

The scope of this environmental assessment (EA) is to analyze the environmental effects of
annual water transfers or exchanges, for the period March 1,2006, through February 28, 2010,
between CV P Contractors who receive CV P water service from Friant Division facilities. All
CVP Contractors with long-term or interim water service contracts who meet the program
criteriaare allowed to participate in the AWTP. Appendix D containsa map of the eligible CVP
Contractorsin this Accelerated Water Transfer Program.

Approvals under the AWTP have been pre-determinationto be madefor eligible transfers and/or
exchanges and that such water transfers are in compliance with Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA) Section 3405 (@). This section of the CVPIA authorizes dl
individuals or districts who receive CVP water under water serviceor repayment contracts, water
rights settlement contracts or exchange contracts entered into prior to or after the date of
enactment of the CVPIA, to transfer all or a portion of the water for improved water
management and conservation. The AWTP allows the CVP Contractor to provide advance
notice to Reclamation and then receive Reclamation's written acknowledgement rather than
written approval. Thisanalysis of the implementation of the AWTP pertains not only to water
transfers of the type or kind of transfers previoudly carried out before the passage of the CVPIA
but is expanded to include other eligible transfer/exchange actions, which have undergone
previous environmental review and have been pre-determinedto meet the CVPIA provisions
without requiring individual review by Reclamation.

The type of exchanges of water between the contactors identified above, and analyzed in this
EA, isdefined as ' bucket-for-bucket™ or exchanges of equivalent amounts of water. Unbalanced
exchanges would require additional environmental review.
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14  Authority and Guidelinesfor Water Transfers:

All water transfers are subject to the following contracting authorities and guidelines as amended
and updated and/or superseded:

o Title XXXIV CVPIA October 30, 1992, Section 3405 (a)

¢ Reclamation Reform Act (RRA), October 12, 1982, Section 226
e Long-term Water Service Contracts for Friant Division

e Interim Water Service Contracts for Cross Valley Contractors

e Long-term Water Service Contracts replacing the interim contractsfor Cross Valley
Contractors if approved during the term of this Environmental Assessment

e Reclamation's Interim Guidelinesfor Implementation of Water Transfers Under Title
XXXI1V of Public Law 102-575 (Water Transfer) February 25, 1993

e Reclamation and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Region 1, Fina
Administrative Proposal on Water Transfers April 16, 1998

¢ Reclamation's Regional Director's Letter Delegation of Regional Functional
Responsibilities to the Area Offices - Water Transfers, Number 93-20 December 14,
1993

However, the environmental analysis done for this EA is not applicable to undefined conditions
that may exist sometime in the future which result from amendments or updates to the
implementing authority identified above. Consequently, if the finite set of conditionswhich
formed the basisfor the current analysis were to change sufficiently so as to affect the validity of
the analysis, then new environmental analysiswould be required.

15 Termsand Conditions of the Biological Opinions

In order to be exempt from the ""take" prohibition of the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
Reclamation must comply with terms and conditions which are pertinent to future water transfers
and or exchanges within the CVP. These terms and conditions implement reasonable and
prudent measures and outline mandatory reporting and monitoring. Reasonable and prudent
measures are actions that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service believes are necessary to minimize
impacts, i.e., amount of or extent, of incidental take and adverse modification or destruction of
designated Critical Habitat. The Terms and Conditions of any applicable Biological Opinions
shall be hereby incorporated by reference.

(USFWS, July 30, 2004) Biological Opinion for the Coordinated Central Valley Project and
State Water Project Operations Criteria and Plan (OCAP)

(NOAA, October 2004) Biological Opinion for the Operations Criteria and Plan
3
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(USFWS, October 15, 1991, May 14, 1992 and January 19, 2001) Biological Opinion on U.S.

Bureau of Reclamation Long Term Contract Renewal of Friant Division and Cross Valley Unit
Contractors.
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SECTION 2: ALTERNATIVES, THE PROPOSED ACTION AND NO ACTION
2.1 I ntroduction

Reclamation will implement an accelerated processto approve water transfers and exchanges of
the type that have occurred historically among Friant long-term CVP Contractorsand CV
Contractors. This EA will examine the environmental impacts to resources as a result of the
proposed action and its alternatives in accordance with the Section 102 (2)(c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended.

The EA evaluates implementation of a pre-approval processfor transfers and exchanges for
contract years 2006 through 2010. (A contract year begins March 1% and ends February 28 of
the following year.) Each proposed transfer or exchange would be reviewed by the Contracting
Officer for consistency with the project description of thisEA and with all applicable permits,
laws and regulations. Additional administrative and environmental reviews would be required if
a proposed transfer or exchange does not comport with the project description inthisEA.

2.2  Description of Proposed Action

Long Term CVP Contractors who receive Project Water service from the Friant Division would
transfer or exchange up to acumulative total 150,000 acre-feet of their CVP contract supply each
year subject to the following parameters:

= Transfers or exchanges addressed inthis EA are transfers or exchanges of CVP water
between Long Term Contractors (Contractors) who are served by existing Friant Division
facilities, al of whom are deemed to be located within the same geographical area. This
includes transfers between Friant Division and CV Contractorswith Friant Division
water supplies. The CV Contractor's South-of-Deltasupplies are excluded fiom this
program.

» Transfers shall be of the type historically carried out among Friant Division and CV
Contractors;

* Transfers that are = 20% of a contractor's supply must be public noticed by the
Contractor prior to Reclamation’'s acknowledgment of such transfer.

* There will be no restriction on directionality within the AWTP —transfers do not require

return transfers at a later date or year.

Transferred water can be either Ag or M&I water.

The ultimate purpose of use can befor Ag, M&I purposesand/or groundwater recharge.

Annual transfers will be completed between March 1% and February 28™ of the next year.

All transfers and exchanges will be between willing sellersand willing buyers.

Exchanges must be completed within a one-year period (365 days) fiom date of initial

delivery of exchanged water.

Transfers and exchanges are limited to a cumulative total of 150,000 ac-ft total annually.

Transfers would occur without new construction or modificationsto facilities.

Transfer must occur within the existing Friant Division Permitted Place of Use.

Transfersare limited to existing supply and will not increaseoverall consumptive use,
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e Transfers for Ag use would be used on lands irrigated within the last three consecutive
years.

e Transferswill not lead to any land conversions.

o Transfers will comply with all Federal, State, Local or Tribal law or requirements
imposed for the protection of the environment and Indian Trust Resources.

e Thetransferee would comply with Reclamation Reform Act (RRA).

o Water for transfer may not be freed up by shifting to alternative surface water sources
that could potentially adversely affect CVP operations or other third party interests.

"Transfers of the type historically carried out among CVP Contractors* shall mean transfers that
are short-term transfers and of the type that historically occurred within the same year for
agricultural purposes prior to enactment of PL 102-575, and those that have historically occurred
for additional beneficial purposes subsequent to CVPIA, between CVP contractors |ocated
within the same geographical areas of the Project, each of whom had a long-term contract with
Reclamation for CVP water servicethat allowed for the transfer and/or exchange of CVP water."

The Friant Contractors (for the purposes of water transfers only) are deemed to meet the criteria
of Section 3405(a)(1)(M) of the CVPIA, therefore, are not required to limit their transfers to the
cap of the in-district deliveries in three normal years prior to CVPIA or meeting the consumptive
use criteria stated in CVPIA 3405. This determination does not address any other issues related
to Friant and the area of origin statues, and, is subject to change if relevant state law were
modified. The CV Contractor's Delta supplies do not meet this section of CVPIA.

This project does not cover:

e Transfers and/or exchanges that meet the above criteria but are increments of larger
actions

e Transfers and/or exchanges that involve the transfer of previously transferred and/or
exchanged water

o Transfers that involve athird party intermediary as an exchanger or transferor.

e Transfers of Section 215" water

e Transfers and/or exchanges to non-CV P Contractors

2.3 Description of No Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the amount and frequency of water transferred would likely
remain near the historical average of 122,820 AF.

The No Action Alternative would be minimum implementation of an accelerated water transfer
program (or another approach - the continuation of the current accelerated water transfer
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program described in the Blanket Approval of Historic Temporary Transfers and Exchange of
Project Water Between Friant Water Service Contractors (SCCAO EA-00-05), March 2000.

The No Action Alternative includes transfers and exchanges that are historic, routine, and are
valid for a single year. The total amount of water transferred or exchanged annually would be
limited to 150,000 ac-ft. The amount of water would be limited to the existing supply and would
not be approved if it increased overall consumptive use. This alternative pertains to water that
would have been consumptively used or irretrievably lost to beneficial use during the year of the
transfer. Criteria were included that ensure no effect to threatened or endangered species or
critical habitat. These criteriaare required that each delivery:

1) Would be for irrigation purposes for lands irrigated within the last three years,
groundwater recharge, and would not lead to any land conversions. Water would be
delivered to existing cropland, groundwater basins, or municipal and industrial use.

2) Would occur within asingle contract year over the five year period.

3) Would occur on awilling seller and willing buyer basis.

4) Would convey water through existing facilities with no new construction or modification
to facilities and must occur between existing CVP contractors and/or the United States
Department of the Interior.

5) Would comply with all Federal, State, Local or Tribal law or requirements imposed for
protection of the environment and Indian Trust Assets.

SECTION 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
31 Introduction

The context for this EA isthe valley floor of the San Joaquin Valley within Fresno, Kern,
Madera, Merced, Tulare and Kings Counties. This section identifiesthe affected environment,
conditions that currently exist, and the issuesthat may be affected by the proposed action.

Aninitia scoping of potential impactsthat could occur as aresult of implementing the Proposed
Action/Project was conducted. As aresult of this evaluation it was determined that several
environmental issues would not be affected by the implementation of the AWTP. Therefore, the
issues listed in Table 3-1 have been eliminated from further evaluation in this document.
Resource issueslisted in Table 3-2 are evaluated in more detail in this EA.

Table3-1
Environmental | ssues Eliminated from Detailed Assessment as a Result of I nitial
Evaluation

Climate and Air Quality Recreation Resources

Soils. Geology and Mineral Resources Aesthetic Resources

Topography Hazardous Wastes and Materials

Noise Public Services (fire, police protection, medical
SErvices)

Transportation/Traffic Public Utilities (wastewater, stormwater, solid waste)

Housing
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Table 3-2

Environmental I ssues Analyzed in thisEA.

Biological Resources & Special Status Species

| Cultural Resources

Groundwater

Indian Trust Assets

Surface Water

Environmental Justice

Land Use

3.2

Friant Division CVP Contractors

There are 28 Long Term CVP Contractorsin the Friant Division. The Contractors' service areas
are located on the eastern side of the San JoaquinValley. Water for the Friant Division comes
from the San Joaquin River a Millerton Lake. From Millerton Lake, water isreleased into the
152 mile long Friant-Kern Canal (FKC) flowing south and the 36-milelong Madera Canal
flowing north. Water conveyed to these Contractorsis categorized as Class 1 and Class 2 water.
Class 1 water istypically availableon an annual basisand isrelatively reliablewhile Class 2
water isonly available during certain hydrologicconditions. The total Class 1 water under
contract is about 800,000 acre feet (AF). Class 2 water is availableas hydrologic conditions
permit and totals about 1,401,475 AF under contract.

The Friant Division Contractorsand their contract amountsare listed in Table 3-3 & 3.4. These
Contractors have historically transferred CVP water among themselves. Table 3-5 summarizes

these transfers.

Table 3-3. CVP Friant Division Contractorsand Class1 and Class2 Contract Entitlements

Friant Division Class1 Class?2
(AF) (AF)
Arvin Edison Water Storage District (WSD) 40,000 311,675
Chowchilla Irrigation District 55,000 160,000
County of Madera 200 0
Delano-Earlirnart Irrigation District 108,800 74,500
Exeter Irrigation District 11,500 19,000
Q_ ity of Fresno 60,000 0
Fresno County Waterworks #18 150 0
Fresno Irrigation District 0 75,000
Garfield Water District 3,500 0
—Gravelly Ford Water District 14,000 0 L
International Water District 1,200 0
_Ivanhoe Irrigation District 7700 7,900
Lewis Creek Water District 1,450 0
_Lindrnore Irrigation District _ 33000 22,000 _
Clty of Lindsay 2,500 0
Lmdsay -Strathmore Irrigation District 27,000 0
Lower Tule River Irrigation District 61,200 238,000
M?Mgi_it_lg_l’l bigrict 85,000 186000
City of Orange Cave 1,400 o
Orange Cove Irrigation District 39,200 - 0 e
Porterville Irrigation District 16,000 30,000
Sausalito Irrigation District I 21,200 32,800
Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District T 50,000 39:600
Southern San Joaguin Municipal Utility District 97,000 50,000
Stone Corral Irrigation District 10,000 0
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Tea Pot Dome Water District 7,500 0
TerraBella Irrigation District 29,000 0
Tulare Irrigation District 30,000 141,000

3.3 CrossValley Contractors

The CV Contractors are geographically located amongst the Friant Division Contractors. There
are 8 CV Contractors with an annual contract amount of 128,300 AF per year. The CV
Contractors and their CV P water service contract amounts are presented in Table 3-4. Only the
CV Contractor's Friant Division CVP water suppliesare eligible for participation in this AWTP.

Table 3-4. CrossValley Contractors Contract Amount

CrossValley Contractors ~ CVP Maximum Contract Amount (AF)
County of Fresno 3.000
Hill Valley Irrigation District____ § 3,346 —
_Kern-Tulare Water District 40000 _
Lower Tule River Irrigation District 31,102
Pixley Imgatmn District 31,102
_Rag Guich Water District________~ 13830
_Tri-Valley Water Disteict 14
“County of Tulare 5,308

The Federal water supply is delivered to the CV Contractorsin the Delta of the Sacramento and
San Joaquin Rivers (Delta) and is diverted by the Department of Water Resources through the
Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant of the State Water Project. The CV contracts are three party
contracts whereby Reclamation provides the water supply and DWR providesthe conveyance.
Because the water was made available from CVP suppliesit remains subject to Federal
Reclamation law and CV P South of Deltaallocation policy and is therefore subject to any
limitations placed on CVP deliveries.

In 1975 the privately financed CV Canal was completed bringing water from the California
Aqueduct (Aqueduct) near Taft, Californiaand through aseriesof six pump liftsto the east side
of the Valley past the city of Bakersfield. With minor exceptions, the CV Contractors cannot
take direct delivery of their Delta supply. Therefore, an exchangefor Friant Division water was
envisioned. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was entered into by the eight CV
Contractors with Arvin Edison Water Storage District (AEWSD) which delineated that the Delta
supplies conveyed from the Aqueduct viathe CV Canal would be delivered to AEWSD and
AEWSD would allow the CV Contractorsto take delivery of their Friant suppliesfrom Millerton
Lake delivered viathe FKC. Although the agreement did not require a bucket for bucket
exchange each year due to differing historic water supply reliabilitiesand allocations, it was
anticipated that over a 20 year period the exchange would be relatively balanced. These
exchanges are addressed in Article 5 of the CV Contractors water service contract and are not
part of the AWTP.

Threeof the CV Contractors no longer participatein the exchangewith AEWSD. Pixley
Irrigation District, Lower Tule River Irrigation District and Fresno County have discontinued the
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exchange with AEWSD. Lower Tule River Irrigation District and Pixley Irrigation District have
transferred their water to other CVP water districts and purchase alternative supplies. Some of
the other CV Contractors are proposing other exchange arrangements and those proposalsare
covered in separate environmental analysis.

Before passage of the CVPIA these water districts transferred or exchanged CVP water for the
purpose of improved water management. Table 3-5 summarizes each districts water transfers
between 1982 and 1992.

Table 3-5. Summary of Water Transfers& Exchanges1982t0 1992 (Pre CVPIA).

| District Total Transferred/Exchanged 1982-
1992 (AF)
Arvin Edison WS B YT T
Chowehilla [T 4,010
County of Madera 20
Delznc-Earlimart [D 120,193
[Exeier 1D 10,238
[Fresna IDD _ 5 001)
Crarfield W 1,302
iravelly Ford WD 20,505
Lindmare 1D 39,498
Lindsay-Strathmere 10D 0,394
Lower Tule River 1D 200,837
piadera 1D ) 65,620
Orange Cove I =] _J1p8% EA—
Portervills 1D = e = 75,250
Saucelita 1D 26,645
Shafter-Wasco 11 79,267
Southemn 5an Joaguin Municipal Litility Disirc 49,347
Stone Corral [0 11,152
Jea Bot Dame WD 17,932
Tera Bella 1D §1,343
[Tulare ID 86,860
Total 1,308,010
Avq. over 11 years 122,820

34 Groundwater Resour ces

The Friant Division lies within the San Joaquin River and Tulare Lake ground water hydrologic
region. The regions are further divided into groundwater sub-basins. Within the San Joaquin
River Region, the Friant Contractors service areas are located in the Chowchillaand Madera
sub-basins. In the Tulare Lake Region, the Contractors service areas are also located in the
Kings, Kaweah, Tule and northern portion of the Kern County sub-basins.

Recharge of the semi-confined aquifersin the region is primarily derived from seepage from
stream and canals, infiltration of applied water, and subsurface inflow from the SierraNevada
Mountains. Precipitation on the valley floor provides some recharge, but only in abnormally wet
years. Seepage from streams and canalsis highly variable and is based on annual hydrologic
conditions.

10
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Groundwater in the San Joagquin Valley (Valley) has historically been used as a seasonal buffer
to meet irrigation needs. This has led to severe groundwater overdraft in many portionsof the
Valley. Insome areas the groundwater surface has been depressed by as much as 200 feet,
which has led to ground subsidence, decreased flow in natural surface waterways and increased
pumping costs for groundwater users. Water demand in the Valley often leads to water needs
that are not in alignment with water deliveriesto the districts. Inthese instancesthe districts
either use awater transfer mechanism to obtain the necessary water, or they pump groundwater.
In instances where groundwater is pumped to make up for timing delays in surface water
deliveries, the groundwater isamost never fully replaced.

Conjunctive use practices are common throughout the Friant Division and the CV service aress.
The practice of conjunctive use alowsthe water districtsto have greater flexibility in meeting
the demands of varied crops when water is needed by storing water when it is plentiful and
utilizing groundwater suppliesin dry years. Conjunctive use and groundwater banking practices
typically affect groundwater resources, as these practicesoften lead to a reduction or halting of
annual groundwater overdraft.

35  Surface Water Resources

The Friant Division receives CV P water from behind Friant Dam. In very rare cases, the CV
Contractors could receivetheir suppliesdirectly from behind Friant Dam without the need to
exchange south of Delta suppliesif all other Friant Division requirementsare met. The CV
Contractorstypically receivetheir CVP water supplies pumped from the Delta. The CV
Contractor's CVP supplies are pumped at the State of California's Banks Pumping Plant and
conveyed on the state side of the CaliforniaAqueduct for ultimatedelivery to turnout 12E at the
Cross Valley Canal. The water is delivered to an exchanger who will exchange the water to
allow for in-district delivery. Typically, the exchanger is a Friant Division Contractor that
provides Friant CV P water to the CV Contractor. The exchange resultsin a swap of water,
whereby, the Delta water is physically delivered to a Friant Division Contractor and Friant water
Is physically delivered to the CV Contractor. As part of the processfor the long-term contracts,
Reclamation conducted a needs analysisto document the beneficial use of the entire CVP
contract water supply. The results of the needs analysis confirmed the ability of CVP contract
guantities of water to be put to beneficial use.

36 LandUse

The 2001 Friant Division Long-Term Contract Renewal EA contains a more complete
description of land uses in the Friant Division and is hereby incorporated by reference. The 2001
Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal EA contains a more complete
description of land uses and isincorporated by reference.

The Contractorsinvolved in the Proposed Action are located in portions of Fresno, Merced,
Madera, Tulare, Kings, and Kern Counties. The Contractorsare comprised mainly of agricultural
lands that contribute to athriving agricultural industry. The Contractorsare located in the top
producing agricultural counties in the United States. Both annual and perennial crops are grown
and commercia animal agriculture continuesto be agrowing activity. Land use changes
occurring between 1993 and 2000 were analyzed for the areas covered in the project description
(Young and Erysian, 2005). The greatest land use changes were from agricultural to urban, from
natural to agricultural; and from natural to urban uses. Together, these land use changes
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accounted for 10,970 of the 15,466 acres where land use change was indicated (Y oung and
Erysian 2005), or about 71%.

Changes in land use are expected to continue with increased population in the state. The
redistribution of people from coastal to inland areas is likely due to lower costs for housing in
inland areas. This migration may lead to further reduction in natural habitats. The changes in
land use that are occurring are noticeable at the periphery of urban areas where both housing and
municipal development is occurring. Some changes are occurring in rural areas through
conversion of natural lands (grassland) to irrigated agricultural lands.

Madera County
The County of Madera, Gravelly Ford Water District, Madera Irrigation District, Madera

Irrigation District, and most of ChowchillaWater District arelocated in Madera County..
Located in the center of California, Madera County encompasses 2,147 square miles and
includes the cities of Chowchilla, Madera and unincorporated communities of Ahwahnee, Bass
Lake, Berenda, Coarsegold, Fairmead, Madera Ranchos, North Fork, Oakhurst, O'Neals,
Raymond, and Rolling Hills. The populationis 129,400 in Madera County. There are 977 farms
in Madera County with an average size of 383 acres. Agricultureisthe largest industry in the
county, accounting for 29.9% of the employment. Accordingto the 1997 Agricultural Census
for Madera there were 641,546 acresin farms, a decrease from 749,465 acres five yearsearlier.

Merced County
A small portion of ChowchillaWater District isin Merced County. Merced County encompasses

approximately 2,020 square miles and includesthe six incorporatedcities of Atwater, Dos Palos,
Gustine, Livingston, Los Banos, and Merced and 18 unincorporated communities. Merced isthe
largest incorporated city in the county.

Merced County usesthe " Urban Centered Concept™ as abasic land use principle. This concept
directs urban development in identified centers. Increased growth often resultsin aloss of the
most productive agricultural soils. Under this concept, however, urban development will only
occur within cities, unincorporated communities, and other urban centers. In Merced County,
besides the urban area, rural areas of the county, that are typically used for cropping or pasturing
activities, are subject to their own land use designations. When the general plan was developed
in 1990, it was estimated that 80 percent of the population lived in the urban centers, the
remaining 20 percent lived in rural areas, and 95 percent of the land in the county was considered
rural.

According to the 1997 Agricultural Censusfor Merced County, there were 881,696 acresin
farms, a decrease from 1,049,302 acresten yearsearlier.

Fresno County .
Fresno Irrigation District, City of Fresno, City of Orange Cove, Garfield Water District,
International Water, District, County of Fresno, Fresno County Service Area#18, Tri Valley

12
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Irrigation District, a portion of Hills Valley Irrigation District, and a portion of Orange Cover
Irrigation District are in Fresno County.

Fresno County encompasses nearly 6,000 square milesand includes the 15 incorporated cities of
Coalinga, Clovis, Firebaugh, Fowler, Fresno, Huron, Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota, Orange
Cove, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaquin, Sanger, and Selma. Over 60 percent of the population
resides in the county's two largest cities, Fresno and Clovis.

In 1997, approximately 50 percent of the county's total acreage was used for agriculture. The
current land uses in Fresno County are shown on Table below.

Farming and agriculture-related businesses ~ Fresno County Land Uses
comprise a mgor component of the local (B97)

economy. Factorsthat contributeto its Land Use Square Miles

success include excellent soil and climatic ~ Residential 155
growing conditions and workforceand Commercial

. - . Industrial 11
transportation availability. Accordingto the 2 814
1997 Agricultural Censusfor Fresno County, #@ricultural L, 2 891

. . Resource ansewmmn ;
there were 1,881,418 acresin farms; this unclassified 11
represents a decreasefrom 1,975,373 acresin  Incorporated Cities 154
1987. Total 5,937
Source: Fresno Countv General Plan (Countv of Fresno

Kings County ?I%%Fu%iﬁg%%??onal forests, parks and timber preserves

Atwell Water Districtispartially locatedin =~ ; . s
—Includes streets, highways and rive

Kings County. Atwell Water Districtisa

subcontractor to the County of Tulare. Located in the southern half of the Central Valley, Kings
County encompasses 1,392 square miles. The county includesthe four incorporated cities of
Hanford, Lemoore, Corcoran, and Avenal. Approximately 67 percent of the county's population
lives in the incorporated cities (Kings County Planning Department 1993).

Kings County's economy has been dominated by agricultureand related industriessince its
formation in 1893. Kings County has consistently ranked among the top counties in the nationin
the production of cotton, barley, and alfalfaseed. The county also produces 39 cropsor
products, including milk, cattle, and turkeys, that gross over $1 million per year. Accordingto
the 2002 Census of Agriculturefor Kings County (National Agricultural Statistics Services
2002c), there were 645,598 acres in farms, a 2 percent decrease from 661,363 acresin 1997.
There were aso 1,154 farmsin Kings County, a5 percent decrease from 1,215 farmsin 1997
(National Agricultural Statistics Services2002c).
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Information on land available for urban development in Kings County is shown in the Table
below:

Land Available in Kings County

K ern County for Urban Development in 1993

Arvin Edison Water Storage District, Delano-

Earlimart Irrigation District, Shafter-Wasco Land Use Acres

Irrigation District, Southern San Joaguin Municipal ~ Residential 1,696

Utility District. Kern Tulare Water District and Rag; ~ Gommercl 634
Industrial 1,003

Gulch Water District islocated in Kern County.
Total 3,333

Kern nty isthe third-| nty in
ern Cou y1sthe d argest county Source: Kings County Planning Department 1993

California encompassing approximately 8,170
square miles and includes Arvin, California City, Maricopa, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter,
Tehachapi and the City of Bakersfield. None of the cities receive CVP M&| water supplies.

Kern County's economy is dominated by agriculture with 2,731,341 acres incorporated into
farms. Kern County has consistently ranked among the top counties in the nation in agricultural
production with the main produce being wheat, cotton and forage crops. Similar to the statewide
trend, the County's agriculture areas are facing increasing pressure to convert productive
farmland to housing, industrial, and commercia development. The County of Kern's General
Plan Land Use, Open Space, and Conservation Element incorporates policies and programs that
recognize the importance of agriculture and the necessity to manage this resource for future use.
The planning document al so recognizes that tax and economic incentives, available markets, and
water are important factors to ensuring the long-term retention of agricultural use. The continued
existence of large, contiguous areas of agricultural zoning, Williamson Act and Farmland
Security Zone Programs, and the County's adopted Right-to-Farm/Right-to-Business Resolutions
acknowledge agriculture's importance to the County.

Kern County's population is expected to exceed 1,088,600 people by the year 2020. The Land
Use, Open Space, and Conservation Element of the Kern County's General Plan incorporates
policies and implementation measures that are designed to avoid unplanned growth and
premature farmland conversion. Measures incorporated in this planning document include
provisions to eval uate agriculture and resource land conversion proposalsto ensure that
premature and unplanned urban devel opment does not occur.

Tulare County

The City of Lindsay, Exeter Irrigation District, Ivanhoe Irrigation District, Lewis Creek Water
District, Lindmore Irrigation District, Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District, Lower Tule River
Irrigation District, Porterville Irrigation District, Saucelito Irrigation District, Frasinetto Farms
(formerly Smallwood Vineyards), Stone Corral Irrigation District, Tea Pot Dome Irrigation
District, TerraBellalrrigation District, Tulare Irrigation District, Strathmore Public Utility

District, Styrotek, Inc, City of Visalia, Pixley Irrigation District, Lower Tule River Irrigation
District and portions of Orange Cove | mgation District, Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District,
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Kern Tulare Water District, Rag Gulch Water District, Atwell Water District and Hills Valley
Irrigation District are in Tulare County.

Centrally located, Tulare County encompasses approximately 4,863 square miles and includes
the cities of Dinuba, Cutler, Orosi, Three Rivers, Woodlake, Visalia, Exeter, Farmersville,
Lindsay, Tulare, Porterville and Earlimart. The City of Visaliaisthe only potential M&I
recipient of CVP water as a subcontractor of the County of Tulare who isa CV P contractor.
Mountain peaks of the Sierra Nevada range rise to more than 14,000 feet in its Eastern half.
Meanwhile, the extensively cultivated and very fertile valley floor in the Western half, has
allowed Tulare County to become the second-leading producer of agricultural commoditiesin
the United States. In addition to substantial packing/ shipping operations, light and medium
manufacturing plants are increasing in number and are becoming an important factor in the
County's total economic picture.

Tulare County, with a population of approximately 397,000, islocated in the San Joaquin Valley,
the center of California. Tulare County is a so recognized as the largest agricultural-producing
county in the world and ranks number one in the state, as well as the nation, for total milk
production with 1,393,456 acres in agricultural productionin 2002. Tulare County agribusiness
is dynamic and reflects the changing demands of consumer and export markets. The county's
agribusiness alone produces over $3 billion dollars, an increase of 5% since 1998.

3.7 Wildlifeand Special Status Species

An unofficial list of endangered, threatened, and sensitive speciesthat may occur within the San
Joaquin Valley floor (action area) of Fresno, Madera, Tulare, Kings and Kern Counties was
obtained from the USFWS’s Endangered Species Lists website at
http://sacramento.fws.gov/es/spp list.htm. Additional datawas obtained form the California
Department of Fish and Game's CaliforniaNatural Diversity Database (CNDDB) website at
http:llwww.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/cnddb.html.

Land use changes have occurred in the districts over the last 20 years. These changesare
primarily due to the population growth of the State of Californiaasawhole. Land has been
converted from rangeland in many of the districts, with more change occurring near the
population and transportation hubs (Bakersfield and Fresno). Land conversion to municipal use
has been encouraged by the local governmentsfor the last decade and has been taking place
primarily without the use of CVP water.

Species of Concern

Twenty-five federally listed threatened and endangered wildlife and plant species are included on
USFWS specieslist for the study area. Critical habitat is currently designated within the
proposed project areafor the vernal pool fairy shrimp, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, delta
smelt, Californiatiger salamander, Californiared-legged frog, Buenavista lake shrew, Fresno
kangaroo rat, fleshy owls clover, San Joagquin Valley orcutt grass, Hairy orcutt grass and

greene' stuctoria.
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COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS

ANIMALS

California Tiger Ambystoma californiense Threatened

Salamander

Vernal pool fairy shrimp Brachinectalynchi Threatened

Valley elderberry longhorn  Desmocer uscalifornicus Threatened

beetle dimorphus

Giant kangaroo rat Dipodomysingens Endangered

Tipton kangaroo rat Dipodomys nitratoides Endangered
nitratoides

Fresno kangaroo rat Dipodomys nitratoides Endangered

Bald eagle Haliaeetusleucocephalus Threatened, Proposed
Delisted

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard ~ Gambelia sila Endangered

Vernal pool fairy shrimp Lepiduruspackardi Threatened

Central Valley steelhead Onchorhynchusmykiss Threatened
irideus

Californiared-leggedfrog ~ Ranaaurora draytonii Threatened

Giant garter snake Thamnophis gigas Threatened

Buena Vista Lake shrew Sorex ornatus relictus

San Joaquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis macrotis Endangered

PLANTS

Fleshy owl's-clover Castilleja campestris spp. Threatened
Succulenta

Californiajewel-flower Caulanthus californicus Endangered

Kern mallow Eremalche kernensis Endangered

San Joaquin woollythreads ~ Monolopia congdonii Endangered

Bakersfield cactus Opuntia basilaris var Endangered
treleasei

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt  Orcuttia inaequalis Threatened

grass

Hairy Orcutt grass Orcuttia pilosa Endangered

Hartweg's golden sunburst ~ Pseudobahia bahiifolia Endangered

San Joaquin sunburst Pseudobahia peirsonii Threatened

Greene's tuctoria Tuctoria greenel Endangered

ANIMALS

exills

Species accounts and habitat requirements are described in Appendix C.

38 Cultural Resources

The Valley supported extensive populations of Native Americans, principally the Northern
Valley Yokuts, in the prehistoric period. After Spanish and Mexican incursions in the early 19™
century, coupled with the introduction of European born epidemics, Native American

popul ations declined and became culturally extinct in the San Joaquin Valley by the mid-19%
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century. The extent of cultural studiesin the San Joaquin Valley has been limited. The
conversion of land and intensive farming practices over the last century has probably destroyed
many Native American cultural sites.

3.9 Indian Trust Assets

The environmental context and setting of this environmental assessment is restricted to lands
within the Friant Division Permitted Place of Use. Any areaoutside of this place of use is not
included in thisanalysis and will not receive water from this proposed action.

Indian Trust Assets (ITA) arelega interestsin property or rights held in trust by the United
States for Indian Tribes or individual Native Americans. Trust Status originates from rights
imparted by treaties, statutes, or executive orders. Such assets cannot be sold, leased, or
otherwise alienated without federal approval.

Indian reservations, rancherias, and alotments are common (ITA). Allotments are parcels of
land held in trust for specific individuals that may be located outside reservation boundaries. In
addition, such assets include the right to access certain traditional areas and perform traditional
ceremonies. There areno ITAs in Kern County. Within 20 miles of the Contractors service areas
there are approximately 20 public domain allotments (PDAS) located in Madera, Fresno and
Tulare counties. The PDAS, owned by native Americans, are small parcels of land that are
frequently held in trust. Any land held in trust for native Americans whether PDA or rancheria, is
anITA.

3.10 Environmental Justice

The project areais located within the top 10 producing agricultural counties in the United States.
The farming practices provide employment opportunities for mainly low income wage earners
that are commonly from disadvantaged population groups. Small communitieswithin the project
area provide homes for these farm laborers.
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SECTION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
41 Introduction

This section of the EA analyzes the effects of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternativesto
the resource issued identified in Table 3.2.

4.2 Groundwater Resources

As stated in Section 3.4 some farmers in the project area use groundwater to make up for water
delivery timing delays, for decreased water deliveries due to dry hydrologic conditions and/or to
meet peak demands. Groundwater can be pumped by individua landowners and is not regul ated.
In wet years, groundwater is recharged via deliberate man induced efforts. Throughout the
northern and central portions of the action area there has been a significant amount of subsidence
over the last century due to excessive groundwater overdraft.

Under the Proposed Action, the delivery of transferred water will reduce the need for an amount
of groundwater pumping in individual districts. It should be noted that the districts involved in
the project are receiving water from the same source and all overliethe same aquifer.
Groundwater pumping can deplete the already compromised aquifer, while delivery of
transferred in surface water can offset the need for groundwater pumping and improve the
quality of the water applied to agricultural landsor for Mé&lI purposes. Sincethe aquifer is
interconnected beneath all districts involved and the overall water supply available to the
contractors collectively is not changing, delivery of water in a manner which has occurred
historically would not impact the groundwater aquifer but may slightly improve localized
groundwater level depressions.

The No Action Alternative also envisions an Accelerated Water Transfer Program operating
under the same parameters as were implemented in past years. The past program anticipates
transfers between the same districts up to a higher transfer volume of 150,000 ac-ft per year.
Since the annual average of water transferred intotal (whichisalarger pool of transfersthan
those under the AWTP) is less than 150,000 ac-ft, the cap allowed in the Proposed Action will
not negatively impact any positive effect that flexibility in water transfers within the same
geographic area would afford.

Impacts on groundwater and groundwater levels under both the Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative are anticipated to be the same.

This action may reduce groundwater pumping slightly on alocalized basis throughout the action
area, however; cumulatively this action will have only aminor effect on the current management
and use of groundwater resources in the project area due to the short duration of the action.
Thisanalysis indicates that future projects, including future water transfer projects, may improve
CVP water supply reliability and reduce the need for groundwater withdrawals. These types of
programs will modify water supply reliability but not change long-term CVP deliveriesfrom
within the historical ranges within the geographic areaas this action will not alter the overall
water supply in the area.
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The No Action Alternative will result in continued groundwater pumping in order to meet
specific crop demands. The No Action Alternativewill not alter current groundwater
management and use in the project area.

Cumulatively this action will have only a minor effect on the current management and use of
groundwater resources in the project area.

4.3  Surface Water Resour ces

Surface water is the primary supply of water for both agricultural and M&I uses in the action
area. Although some districts have supplies of non-CV P water supplies, the vast majority of the
Contractors rely on CVP water astheir primary surface water supply. Under both the Proposed
Action and the No Action Alternative, flexibility and ease of transferring CV P supplies will
result in water supplies moving to the highest beneficial or economic use. Water districts
typically have the following water management related goals:

. Avoid long-term overdraft by achieving a balanced groundwater budget
Create a sufficient water supply for al uses

. Integrate groundwater management with use of CVP and other surface water
supplies asavailable

. Include conjunctive use as a groundwater management tool as geologic conditions

allow

. Maintain and enhance groundwater recharge and maximize groundwater recharge
as geologic conditions alow

. Create a distribution system to fully utilize all water supplies

. Create sufficient recharge capacity, demand, or storageto fully utilize available
CVP water supplies

. Avoid or correct groundwater levelsthat aretoo low to support existing wells or

too high to protect the root zone or prevent groundwater recharge
. Provide water suppliesthat meet drinking water quality standards to
municipalities (as applicable)

. Prevent contamination of groundwater from spills, leaks, confined animal feeding
operations, and stormwater runoff

. Minimize long-term dissolved solids concentrationsin groundwater

. Maximize cropland preservation

. Develop cooperative agreements between water agencies and land use planning
agencies

. Monitor groundwater characteristics

Working toward achieving the above objectives (as appropriate and applicable to each district)
would be defined as good water management from the perspective of the water districts. The
Proposed AWTP streamlines the transfer approval process and facilitates efficient water
management by allowing water transfers of the type historically carried out among CVP
Contractors located within the same geographical areato continue to be implemented under an
accelerated approval process. It ishighly unlikely that adistrict would allow the transference of
water that could be put to the highest beneficial and economic use within the district. Proposals
of transfer greater than 20% of the contractor's contractual supply either individually or

19
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cumulatively must be noticed for public review. Water transferred under this project would be
water that the district made available due to farm economic decisions and cropping pattern
decisions on the landowner/farmer level. These decisions are made looking at the profitability of
the potential crop and the overall farm operations. Water transference a so occurs due to weather
and hydrologic conditions (i.e. planned irrigation need is offset by rainfall freeing up water
supplies that were planned to be utilized) and or timing of allocation increases and or
conveyance availability. The supply transferred under the Proposed Action and the No Action
Alternative will not affect water supply diversionsfrom Millerton Lake or the Deltasincethisis
the same water supply allocated to the districts and applied to the same geographic area where
the districts are located. No new facilitieswould be built nor water diverted that would not
otherwise would have been diverted. Although surface water deliveriesto individual contractors
could increase or decrease under both the Proposed Action and the no-action aternative, this
changeis driven by the land use needs. Since the individual district has control over the transfer
of the water and since it is a reasonableassumption that a district would not make adverse water
management decisions for the good of the district landholders, the surface water supplies within
each district would not be negatively impacted from the standpoint of needed water deliveries or
""good water management.” The Proposed Action would not cause any additional water to be
diverted from non-project sourcestherefore it will not impact non-CV P related surface water
supplies.

Surface water resources under the Proposed Action in the action areawould be identical to
conditions under the No Action Alternative. The Proposed Action would not ater CVP
operations, water storage or release patternsfrom CVP facilities, or the maximum volume of
water delivered to the Contractors as compared to the No Action Alternative.

The Proposed Action would not result in cumulative adverse impacts to surface water resources,
quality, or facilities when considered in combination with future projects. This analysisindicates
that future projects, including future water transfer projects, may ‘improve CVP water supply
reliability for individual districts but does not changethe net CVP water deliveriesin the
geographic area. These types of programswould modify water supply reliability but not change
long-term CV P contract amounts or deliveriesfrom within the historical ranges.

44  Land Use

Itis not expected that transfers or exchanges of water within one year will cause land use
changes among the Contractors and transfers or exchanges causing land use changes are
precluded from both the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. These transfersand
exchanges will facilitate the completion of crop production in a single growing season based on
cropping patterns established early in the contract year and/or will allow continued irrigation of
high value permanent crops to prevent investment lossesin the trees or vinesinvolved. These
transfers or exchanges will also prevent crop revenue loss and will be driven by the economics or
the value of the potential crop loss compared to the cost of the water obtained however they will
not drive the development of new farm land or M&I infrastructure as they are of short duration.

Neither of the alternatives includes new facilities or construction. It is anticipated that growth
would continue to occur as described in the county general plans and as projected by the

Department of Finance with protectionsfor the environment. CVP contract water supplies have
been incorporated into water supply plans of most Contractorsfor the last 40 years or more and

20
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temporary one-year transfers will not drive land use decisions formulated by the entities with the
land use approval decision making authority. This authority is usually held by the counties or
the cities. These agencies are mandated to meet anticipated growth addressed in county general
plans. Typically the responsibility to address effects to land uses would be with the local
government as part of their California Environmental Quality Act compliance for_their actions.
The general plans assume that growth would continue with or without the CV P water service
contractual supplies based upon the ability to use existing supplies and to acquire or develop
alternative long term supplies. Temporary transfers may assist existing M&I development to
weather dry water years with less restrictions but are not long term supplies for future permanent
development.

For example, Reclamation is not responsiblefor the development of housing tracts or industrial
development in a community. Such actions are approved locally and at the state level
(However, other federal agencies, such as Housing and Urban Development, may be involved.).
Further, if afarmer changes from one irrigated crop to another because of economic reasons,
Reclamation does not control the farmer's decision. On the other hand, Reclamation would need
to consider the effectsto land uses and changes when Reclamation acknowledges lands being
detached or brought into anirrigation district.

It should be noted that the temporary transfers envisioned within the contracts are not the factor
driving growth and land use change. Demographic, economic, political, and other factors,
independent of the long-term contract process and transfer and exchange approvals are causing
changes with direct and indirect effects to land use that are beyond the range of Reclamation's
responsibilities. With little exception, virtually al of the transfer approval actions are within the
range of existing conditions. This includesthe areaof use, types of use, range of river flows, and
reservoir fluctuations. No additional infrastructure would be constructed, no increase in total
deliveries, and no conversion of existing natural habitat into farmland or other uses.

The No Action Alternative isthe same as the Proposed Action with regard to land use impacts.
The same amount of water would be applied to support existing lands uses.

The temporary transfers and exchanges under the Proposed Action would not result in
cumulative adverse impacts to land use resources when considered in combination with future
projects. Analysisindicatesthat future projects, including future water transfer projects, may
improve CVP water supply reliability. Thesetypes of programs would modify temporary water
supply reliability but not change long-term CV P contract amounts or deliveries from within the
historical ranges. Therefore, land use would not change under either of the aternatives.

A project would not cause a secondary growth impact unless the growth would not occur without
the project. Most CVP Contractors have no land use jurisdiction in the counties. The cities who
are Contractors have more land use decision making authority. The counties and cities have the
ability and obligation to ensure that development occurs without harm to sensitive habitat and
cultural resources. It should also be noted that the purpose of the project isto allow temporary
redistribution of water supplies within the action area under a streamlined approval process. The
project is not designed to improve water supply reliability or water facility capacity. The
implementation of the Proposed Action would not change regional growth forecasts as compared
to the No Action Alternative.
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45  Wildlifeand Special Status Species

Under the proposed action, transferred water would be used to temporarily make up for shortages
in supply and improve timing of deliveries. The limited duration of this supply precludes its use
as areliable source of water. Conversion of native land into agriculture use requires areliable
water supply. Therefore there would be no loss of native habitat for wildlife species and no affect
to listed species or critical habitat. Moreover, the use of transfer and exchange water has been
covered and analyzed in the Friant Biological Assessment (BA) and the Friant Division Long-
Term Contract Renewal Regional Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWSin 2001. The
BO concluded that fish and wildlife species of concern were not likely to be jeopardized as a
result of the Long Term Contracts.

This action would not result in any impacts to source districts, asthe transfers and exchanges
would be in response to climatic conditions, crop requirements, economics, or water delivery
timing issues. These factors are not under the control of the farmersand must be dealt with on
an annual basis. By providing a means for water delivery flexibility, this action would help
preserve the farming practices of the source areas as well as the receiving areas. Under the
conditions of this Proposed Action there will be no third party water used to free up the CVP
water being transferred or exchanged.

Neither aternative includes any new facilities or construction. It should be noted that temporary
water transfers or exchanges are not factors driving growth and land use change. Demographic,
economic, political, and other factors, independent of transfers and exchanges, are causing
changes with direct and indirect effects to biological resourcesthat are beyond the range of
Reclamation's responsibilities. All of the transfer and exchange actions are within the range of
existing conditions. Thisincludes the area of use, types of use, range of river flows, and
reservoir fluctuations. No additional infrastructure would be constructed, there would be no
increase in deliveries, and no conversion of existing natural habitat into farmland or other uses.

In some instances the responsibility to address affects to biological resources would be with the
local government as part of their California Environmental Quality Act compliance for their
actions. For example, Reclamation is not responsible for the development of housing tracts or
industrial development in a community. Such actions are approved locally and at the state level
(However, other federal agencies, such as Housing and Urban Development, may be involved.).
Further, if afarmer changes from oneirrigated crop to another because of economic reasons,
Reclamation does not control the farmer's decision. On the other hand, Reclamation would need
to consider the effectsto biological resources when Reclamation approves new lands being
brought into an irrigation district and when Reclamation approvesa change in use.

The Department of the Interior is developing strategies to address the impacts upon special status
speciesin the CVP service areas. In addition, any federal action that may affect listed species
must comply with Endangered Species Act. This requirement for compliance is also required for
other Federal approvals and permits, including Corps of Engineers permits for dredging and
filling of wetlands. Thistype of regulatory complianceis required for several federa actions and
would be included in the overall local planning process.
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The Proposed Action would be identical to conditions for biological resources under the No
Action Alternative. The Proposed Action would not ater CVP operations, water storage or
release patterns from CVP facilities, or the maximum volume of water delivered to the
Contractors as compared to the No Action Alternative. Therefore, biological resource conditions
under the Proposed Action would be identical to those under the No Action Alternative.

Reclamation has determined the transfers and exchanges of this CVP water would have no effect
on federally listed threatened and endangered species. Diversionsfrom Millerton Lake would not
change. The Proposed Action would not interfere with other management decisions for the Friant
Division facilities.

The transfers and exchanges are water management actions to support existing uses and
conditions. No native lands would be cultivated. Lands fallowed for three or more years would
reguire surveysfor wildlife species including threatened and endangered species prior to
application of this water. Subsequent environmental review and consultations, if applicable
would be required to irrigate lands fallowed three or more years. Therefore, the Proposed Action
would have no effect on federally listed threatened or endangered species or their designated
habitats.

The No Action Alternative will result in continued transfers and exchanges of water that are
approved on a case by case basis.  As such the impacts would be the same as described under
the Proposed Action. There would be no impacts to fish and wildlife, listed species or critical
habitat.

Cumulatively this action will have a no effect on fish and wildlife in the project area. Transfers
and exchanges under the Proposed Action would not result in cumulative impacts to biological
resources in addition to those occurring under the affected environment in the baseline case.
These issues were evaluated as part of previous environmental documentation. It is not foreseen
that land use plans and resource conservation plans would change without additional
environmental documentation.

4.6  Cultural Resources

This Proposed Action will not result in the conversion or disturbance of additional land or the
impact any known cultural sites. No cultural resources in the action area would be impacted
based on the Proposed Action which from an "on the ground perspective™ there is no change in
action from the No Action Alternative. The project description ensures that no new lands will be
put into production with this water. Further, if a farmer changes from one irrigated crop to
another because of economic reasons within aready tilled farmland, this should not have any
impact on cultural resources.
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Cultural resources under the Proposed Action would be identical to conditions under the
No Action Alternative. The Proposed Action would not ater CVP operations, water
storage or release patterns from CVP facilities, or the maximum volume of water
delivered to the Contractors as compared to the No Action Alternative.

The No Action Alternative will not result in the conversion of additional land or the
impact any known cultural sites.

The cumulative effect of future programs with the AWTP would modify temporary water
supply reliability but not change long-term CVP contract amounts or deliveries from
within the historical ranges.

47  Indian Trust Assets

There are no tribes possessing a lega interest held in trust by the United States in the
CVP water targeted for transfer or exchange. The Proposed Action will not interfere with
Indian water rights decisions or alter the manner in which water is delivered to Indian
Trust Assets, and as such will have no impact on Indian Trust Assets within the scope of
this action.

The No Action Alternative will not ater the manner in which water is delivered to Indian
Trust Assets, and as such will have no impact on Indian Trust Assets within the scope of
this action.

4.8  Environmental Justice

This action will increase the flexibility of water deliveries to the contractors. This
increased flexibility may lead to a further diversification of crops within these districts.
This could lead to a shift in the timing needs of farm labor during the year the Proposed
Action would occur, however the need for farm labor is not expected to change as a result
of this action.

The No Action Alternative will not change the flexibility of water deliveries to the
contractors covered. Therefore the No Action Alternative will have no impact on
environmental justice.
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SECTION 5: CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 651 et seq.)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act reguiresthat Reclamation consult with fish and
wildlife agencies (federal and state) on all water development projects that could affect
biological resources. The implementation of the CVPIA, of which this actionisa part,
has been jointly analyzed by Reclamation and the FWS and is being jointly implemented.
This continuous implementation and consideration of the views of the FWS satisfies any
applicable reguirements of the FWCA.

Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1521 et seq.)

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requiresfederal agencies, in consultation with
the Secretary of the Interior, to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued
existence of federally endangered or threatened species, or result in the destruction or
adverse modification of the critical habitat of these species.

Reclamation has completed consultation for the Operations and Criteria and Plan
(OCAP) that included the pumping and conveyance of the Cross Valley Contractor's
CVP water and coordination of operations of the CVP and SWP.

Reclamation has determined the transfers, exchanges and conveyance of this CVP water
would have no effect on threatened and endangered species and no further consultation is
required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. This determination is based on
the transfers and exchanges would not change pumping conditions in the Deltato protect
fish. Reclamation and DWR would continue to make decision whether to pump and
convey this water based on external conditions independent of the transfers and
exchanges. Water is pumped from the Delta in accordance with the OCAP and other
regulatory requirements to protect fish and water quality resources. Similar amounts of
water are pumped and conveyed DWR based on demands and capacity although the label
on the water may differ.

The transfers and exchanges are water management actions to support existing uses and
conditions. No native lands would be cultivated. Lands fallowed for three or more
consecutive years would require surveys for wildlife species including threatened and
endangered species prior to application of this water. Subsegquent environmental review
and consultations, if applicable would be required to irrigate lands fallowed three or more
years. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no effect on federally listed threatened
or endangered species or their designated habitats.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATIONACT (15USC 470 et seq.)

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agenciesto
evaluate the effects of federal undertakings on historical, archaeological and cultural
resources. Due to the nature of the proposed project, there will be no effect on any
historical, archaeological or cultural resources, and no further compliance actions are
required.

1
L
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Appendix A

Water Deliveriesfor the
ThreeNormal YearsPrior to CVPIA:
Analysisfor Friant Division

The three normal years prior to CVPIA enactment for the Friant Division has been determined to be 1975,
1979 and 1984. These years were the latest years prior to CVPIA to have fallen within 20% plus or minus
of the normal water supply predicted for the San Joaquin River watershed upstream of Friant Dam based on
review of the natural river flows from 1913 through 2003. Theaverage natura river flow for this period
was 1.7 million acre-feet (macft). The natura river flow was 1.796 macft, 1.830 macft and 2.043 macft
respectively for the years 1975, 1979 and 1984. Additionally the Class 2 declaration was reviewed.
Reclamation has determined that a 48% Class 2 declarationiswould be a*'norma" declaration. Looking at
the same three years the Class 2 declarations are 60%, 63% and 50% respectively for 1975, 1979 and 1984.

Friant 1975 Deliveries 1979 Deliveries. 1984 Deliveries. Average ac-ft
Didtricts ac-ft ac-ft ac-ft (from WSR)

Arvin Edison Water 202.661 149,502 128,115 160,093
Storage District - CVCdeliveries - CVCaddiveries

40,000 AFClass 1 included included

311675 AF Class2

Delano-Earlimart ID |55 B4k 156,542 158,714 162,021
108,800 AF Class |

74,500 AFClass 2

Exeter ID 1% 15 19,178 M, 342 19,555
11500 AF Class 1

19,000 AF Class 2

Fresno County Water 112 12 5 %
Works#18

150 AF Class 1

Fresno ID TH, 365 MTE 67413 SILISK
0 AFClass 1

75,000 AF Class2

Garfield WD o ad 1471 2664 Ry
3,500 AFClass 1

0 AFClass2

Gravelly Ford WD Data In Development Data In Development Data In Development Data In Development
14,000 AF Class2

International WD 1,381 1,747 1.301 1476
1200 AFClass 1

0 AFClass2

Ivanhoe ID 12,585 12.841 1,641 12022
7,700 AFClass 1

7,900 AF Class 2

LewisCreek WD 1.283 248 TOEY LET
1450 AFClass 1

0 AFClass?2

Lindmore 1D 11,046 49454 52 65 51336

33.000 AFClass 1
22,000 AF Class2

Lindsay- Strathmore ID 14,04 15 BES 1 5. 0e:8 16615
27,500 AF Class 1

0 AFClass2

Lower Tule River ID* 114,253 FEEE A1) 208, e 2122056

61,200 AFClass1
238,000 AF Class2

County of Madera i2 i m 14
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200 AF Class|
Orange Cove ID
39,200 AF Class1
0 AF Class2
Porterville ID
16,000 AF Classl
30,000 AF Class?2
Saucdlito ID
21,200 AF Class1
32,800 AF Class2
Shafter-Wasco 1D
50,000 AF Class 1
39,600 AF Class?2
Southern San Joagquin
Municipa ID
97,000 AF Class1
50, 000 AF Class2
Stone Corra ID
10,000 AF Classi
0 AF Class2

Tea Pot Dome WD
7,500 AF Class1

0 AF Class2
Terra Bella

ID

29,000 AF Class1
0 AF Class2
Tulare ID*

30, 000 AF Class1
141, 000 AF Class2
City of Fresno
60, 000 AF Class|
0 AF Class2

City of Lindsay
2,500 AF Class1

0 AF Class2

City of Orange Cove
1,400 AF Classi

0 AF Class?2
ChowchillaWbD
55, 000 AF Class1
160, 000 AF Class?2
Madera ID
85.000 AF Classl|
186, 000 AF Class2

Data for the Cross Valley Contractorsis still in development.

ac-ft = acre-foot

35,856

25,568

41,687

74,223

141.473

9,001

4,560

19,310

199,761

23,000

Not listed (/1)

453

128,865 (WSR)

188,949 (WSR)

36,760

23,741

42,417

62,819

132,838

10,141

176,226

31,000

840

494

154,089 (WSR)

195,975 (WSR)

38,729

24,377

39,637

73423

131.203

9,202

L

L1.9E1

) i

&1.6T

14

639

130,884

170,708

EA-05-92

37,115

4,562

Al.Z47

ALl

138,171

448

La10

ST

[ 2822

30034

157470

&E.241
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Appendix B

Water Transfer Summary

EA-(502

The table below is asummary of past approved water transfersin the project area. Pre-
CVPIA isfrom contract year (CY) 1982to CY 1991. Post-CVPIA isfrom CY 1992 to
CY 2003. A negative number in the right hand column signifiesmore water transfer out
of the district than transferred in within the time frame eval uated.

Pre-CVPIA isfrom WY 1982 to WY 1991.
Post-CVPIA isfrom WY 1992 to WY 2003

Arvin-Edison WSD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Chowchilla WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

City of Fresno
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

City of Lindsay
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

City of Orange Cove
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

County of Fresno
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

County of Tulare
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Delano-Earlimart ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Exeter ID

AF of Water
Transfer Out

90,312
362,910

60,000

28.000

12,047

5,247

1,637

2,100

994

129,193
141,059

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

AF of Water
Transfer In

262,744
106.588

1,797

22.740

547

947

650

34,641

61,673
56,922

Net
Acre-Feet
Transferred
In

172,432
-256.322

-58,203

-5,260

-11,500

-5,247

=480

-1.450

33.647

-67,520
-84,137
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Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Fresno County Waterworks #18

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Fresno ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Garfield WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Gravelly Ford WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Hills Valley ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

International WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Ivanhoe ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Kern-Tulare WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Lewis Creek WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Lindmore ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Lindsay-Strathmore ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Lower Tule River ID
Total Pre-CVPIA

Total Post-CVPIA

9,588
33,261

100

9,000
78,204

1.302
8,145

20,898

950
400

588

3,000

48.434
65,147

&40

39458
40, 341

B 455
T2 485

258,352
278,744

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

30

5,603
1,450

20
52

13,138
61,165

200
2,920

250
21,000

1,600
526

7,328
4,200

18,117
41,511

2 G656
2,57

45,184
45,683

B,124
20,128

98,3560
97 400

EA-03-92

3,985
-31.611

-45

£ 135
17, O5E

102
5235

-20,688

00
20,600

1, EB00

1528
1.200

-3, 317
-3, 636

266G
1.767

5,608
.54z

H1.37
52 388

188633
<187 344
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Madera ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Orange Cove ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Orange Cove ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Pixley ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Portervilie ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Rag Gulch ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Saucelito ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Shafter-Wasco ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

SSIMUD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Stone Corral ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Tea Pot Dome WD
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Terra Bella ID
Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Tri-Valley WD

£a520
a,131

52,088
L=l

BT
58, 74T

56,131
2B 453G

T, Tl
134,536

23,811

268449
21778

T8 267
grarz

44,585
13,686

1, 435d
14,845

17331
460

&5,523
88.7B5

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

48 5680
22,870

18,354
& 00a

8,672
4008

28,000
134,828

3,500
1,223

&, B00
15,230

17 258
26,212

40,785
26,417

40683
25,540

4.E18
2,E00

8,522
237

16,378
577G

FEA-05-92

-18,660

14 B30

-35,604
G5, T3l

a1
-5, T35

=27, 131
-155,66T

-74,250
-133,315

5,500
-8 581

554
4 458

-4 482
-70.855

-8,688
-48.258

B
12,245

10823
=4, 464

-H0, 144
-43.009



AWTP Friant 2006-2010

Admin Draft Dec 05, Revised Draft EA Jan 31,2006, Revised Draft EA Feb 6,2006

Final EA February 10, 2006

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Tulare ID

Total Pre-CVPIA

Total Post-CVPIA

Total Transfers

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

571

86,860

462,444

3,920,158

1,419,800
2,500,369

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

Total Pre-CVPIA
Total Post-CVPIA

125
5.195

206,660

98,304

1,858,385

964,364
895,021

EA-053-82

126
=4 324

=119, 800
-304, 140
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Appendix C
Brief Threatened and Endanger ed Species Accounts

CaliforniaTiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense)

Federal Status: Threatened; State Status: None

Species Description: The Californiatiger salamander is alarge and stocky terrestrial
amphibian with small eyes and broad, rounded snout that utilizes both aquatic and upland
habitats during its lifespan. Whileindividuals may survivefor morethan 10 years, many
breed only once; in some populations, lessthan 5 percent of marked juveniles survived to
become breeding adults (Trenham 1998b in USFWS 2004a). The salamander larvae,
being among the top aquatic predatorsin the seasonal pool ecosystem, feed on
zooplankton, small crustaceans, and aquatic insects for approximately 6 weeks after
hatching, after which they switch to larger prey (Anderson 1968). The frequent
occurrence of midge larvae (Chironomidae) intheir guts suggests a tendency to feed at or
near surficial bottom sediments. Larger larvae have been known to consume smaller
tadpoles of Pacific treefrogs (Hylaregilla) and Californiared-logged frogs (Ranaaurora
draytonii) in addition to many aquatic insects (Anderson 1968). The adult salamander's
diet isnot well known but may include insects, isopods, mollusks and worms (Dodson
and Dodson 1971).

Reproduction and Devel opment: The adult salamanders primarily breed and lay eggsin
vernal poolsand other seasonal pondsfollowing rainsin November to February (Twitty
1941; Shaffer and Fisher 1991; Shaffer et al. 1993a; Petranka 1998). After breeding,
adults leave the pool and return to small mammal burrows(Loredo et al. 1996; Trenham
1998a in USFWS 2004a), although they may continueto come out nightly for
approximately the next two weeksto feed (Shaffer et al. 1993b). Salamander eggs hatch
in 10 to 14 days with newly hatched aquatic salamanders(larvae). The larvae obtain
oxygen through gills and through the skin. The larvae probably rest in contact with pond
bottom mud during part of the day, and are known to bury themselvesin the mud when
pursued. Thelarval stage of the salamander usually lasts 3 to 6 months (based on
seasonal pondsand pools drying up) (Petranka 1998). M etamorphosed juveniles|eave
their pondsin the late spring or early summer and settle in small mammal burrows
(Zeiner et al. 1988 in USFWS 2004a; Shaffer et al. 1993a; Loredo et al. 1996). Like
adults, juvenilesmay emerge from these retreatsto feed during nights of high humidity
(Storer 1925; Shaffer et al. 1993a) before settling in their selected aestivation sites for the
dry, hot summer months. Juveniles do not typically return to the breeding pools until
they reach sexual maturity at several years of age (Trenham 1998b in USFWS 2004a).

Habitat: Californiatiger salamander breeding and aestivation habitat includes vernal
pools, and seasonal and perennial ponds and surrounding upland areasin grassland and
oak savannah plant communities from sealevel to about 1,067 meters (m) (3,600 feet
(ft)) (Shaffer et a. 1993a; Jennings and Hayes 1994 in USFWS 2004a; Petranka 1998;
CNDDB 2003; Bobzien in litt. 2003; USFWS 2004c). The survival and viability of this
species isdirectly related to availability of breeding pondswith hydrological and other
factors conducive to the salamander's reproduction. Sub-adult and adult Californiatiger
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salamanders spend the dry summer and fall months of the year aestivating in the burrows
of small mammals (Storer 1925; L oredo-Prendeilleet al 1996; Petranka 1998; Trenham
1998a in USFWS 2004a). Oncerains begin, they emerge from their burrow at night to
feed and migrate to breeding ponds.

Critical Habitat: On August 10,2004, USFWS published a proposed designation of
critical habitat for the Central Californiapopulation of Californiatiger salamanders
(USFWS 2004b). The proposed rule contains approximately 382,666 acres of federal,
state/county, and private land in 4 regionsin central and coastal California, with 47
individual units among those four regions.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi)

Status: Threatened

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: This speciesisasmall
anostracan crustacean that inhabits ephemeral pools and swales. It iswidely distributed
across the Central Valley from Shasta County to Tulare County, and in intermountain
valleys of the central and southern Coast Ranges, but is uncommon throughout its range
(Eng et al., 1990 cited in USFWS 2003a). This speciesrequiresclear-water, rain-filled
pools in sandstone and basalt-flow depressions, grassy swales, and earth slumps (Eriksen
and Belk 1999). It also can occur in agricultural furrows on sites of former vernal pools
(R. Arnold, pers. comm. 2001). Like other vernal pool crustaceans, this specieshasa
rapid growth and reproductive cycle timed to the short period of inundation in winter and
early spring. B. fynchi develops more quickly than many other Central Valley fairy
shrimp, and the poolsthis speciesdwellsin are typically shorter-lived than those
inhabited by other Central Valley fairy shrimp (Eriksen & Belk 1999). They can hatch
within a few days after their poolsfill with water and reproduce within afew weeks after
hatching (Eriksen and Belk 1999). Thefertilized eggs develop into embryos that form
dormant cysts. These cysts are highly resistant to desiccation and temperature extremes,
and can survive many yearsin dry pool bottoms. This speciesis threatened primarily by
loss of vernal pool habitat to agriculture and urban devel opment.

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus)

Status: Threatened

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: This species occursin
riparian woodland and shrub habitats of the San Joaquin River and other watercourses of
thevalley. It depends entirely on its host plant, the blue elderberry (Sambucus
mexicana), which is a common component of the remaining riparian forests and adjacent
upland habitats of the Central Valley. The beetle's range extends throughout the Valley
and surrounding foothills to about the 3,000-foot el evation contour on the east and the
watershed of the Central Valley on the west (USFWS 1999). It prefers mature, stressed
elderberry plants 2-8 inches in diameter and stems greater than one inch diameter
(BioSystems Analysis 1994, CDFG 2004). Itslife cycletakesone or two yearsto
complete. The larvae grow and feed within the stems, trunk and roots, and emerge
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through characteristic oval-shaped exit holes. Adult emergenceis from late March
through June, about the same time the elderberry produces flowers. The speciesis
threatened primarily by destruction of its habitat for agriculture, urban development and
flood control.

Giant kangaroorat (Dipodomysingens).

Federal Status: Endangered; State Status: Endangered.

Historically, the Giant kangaroo rat occurred in the Tulare Basin and in the adjacent
Carrizo Basin and Cuyamaand Panoche Valleys. Thisdistribution closely coincides with
the distribution of marine sediment-derived soils on the southern and western edges of
the San Joaquin Valley (Williams 1992). Conversionsof grasslands to agriculture and
other land uses have resulted in 98% loss of habitat suitable for the Giant kangaroo rat
(Williams 19920. The speciesisfound in less than 2% of its historical range, in small,
widely scattered colonies in areas such as the Panoche and Cuyama Valleys, Carrizo and
Elkhorn Plains, and the upper BuenaVista Valley in the Elk Hills (Williams 1980).

Loss of habitat to agriculture and other land-modifying actions is the primary reason for
the decline of this species. Thisdecline is still continuing with habitat loss still the main
threat to this species (CDFG 1987). Intensive livestock grazing and the use of
rodenticides may contribute to the continued decline (Williams 1992). Thisspeciesisin
general non-migratory and therefore not likely to invade on highly disturbed or cultivated
fields. Thereislow probably they would occupy lands that are in agricultural
productionor have been fallowed for less than two years.

Tipton kangaroo rat

Federal Status: Endangered; State status: Endangered.

The Tipton kangaroo rat is one of three geographically separated subspecies of San
Joaguin kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides), the other being the Fresno kangaroo rat
(D. nitratoides exilis) and the Short-nosed kangaroo rat (D. nitratoides brevinasus)
(Brylski and Roest 1994, Brylski et. Al 1994, USFWS 1998). Fresno and Tipton
kangaroo rats once occupied contiguous geographic ranges within the Tulare Basin and
the southeastern half of the San Joaguin Basin in the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS
1998).Tipton kangaroo rats occupy arid land communities on alluvial fan and floodplain
soils having level or near-level topography with elevated soil structures such as mounds,
berms, or embankments or burrows (Brylski et. a. 1994, USFWS 1998).

Fresno kangar oo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis)

Status: Endangered

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: This subspecies of San
Joaquin kangaroo rat historically occurred in the central San Joaquin Valley from Fresno
County to Merced County (BioSystems Analysis 1994, CDFG 2004). It occursin akali
marsh and other relatively bare areas with clay-rich, alkaline soil. Fresno kangaroo rats
use burrows for shelter and reproduction, which are typically located in friable soil
mounds around shrubsand grasses. Nearly all of itsformer habitat has been converted to
irrigated farmland, and the species has not been found on cultivated or fallow cropland
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(BioSystems Analysis 1994). The last recorded sighting of Fresno kangaroo rat wasin
1992 at Alkali Sink Ecological Reserve. It has not been found despite intensive field
surveys since 1992 and may now be extinct (Kelly and Phillips 2004).

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephal us)

Status: Threatened, Proposed Delisted

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaguin Valley: The bad eagle lives
along lake shores, reservoirs, rivers and other large water bodieswhich it requiresfor
foraging. It feeds mainly on fish and waterfowl, which may be taken live or scavenged
(CDFG 2004). Bald eaglesnest in tadll trees, often found in mixed conifer or ponderosa
pine forests, and aways near large water bodies.. They may also nest in hardwoods,
depending on tree size and structure. Nestsare usually built at or near the top of mature
trees with accessible crowns for take-off and landing (Lehman 1979). Snagsand dead-
topped trees provide perch and roost sites for the nesting birds. Breeding bald eaglesin
Californiatend to be year-round residents of their nesting territories, but many birds from
out of state, as well as non-breeding eagles, migrate to and winter in lowlands of
California (BioSystems Analysis 1994). Bald eagles winter throughout the proposed
action area (CDFG 2002) but are relatively uncommon in Fresno and Madera counties
(Fresno Audubon Society 2000). Bald eagle populations were reduced primarily by
shooting, habitat loss, and poisoning by pesticides, but have recovered substantially in
recent yearsfollowing the ban of the pesticideDDT and other protection efforts
(BioSystems Analysis 1994). In 1999, the USFW'S proposed delisting the bald eagle.

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia sila)

Status. Endangered

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaguin Valley: Thisspeciesisa
relatively large iguanid lizard that occursin scattered, undeveloped areas on the Valley
floor, particularly in the southern and western San Joaquin Valley and adjacent valleysin
the Coast Ranges (CDFG 2002). It inhabits open, sparsely-vegetated areasin arid
grassland, scrub, and playas, and frequently seeksrefugein small mammal burrows
(Stebbins 2003). It prefersflat terrain and tends to avoid dense or tall herbaceous cover
that restrictsvision for foraging and escape from predators (Warrick et al. 1998). Itis
threatened primarily by habitat |oss and increased human presence, but is also affected by
overgrazing and rodent control. Those lands where the speciesstill exists are often
heavily grazed or treated with pesticides, both of which have been shown to have
detrimental effects on the species (Germano and Williams 1992).

Verna pool tadpoleshrimp (Lepidurus packardi)

Federal Status: Endangered; State Status: None.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are a member of the aguatic crustacean order Notostraca.
Adults possess 35 pairs of legs and two long cercopods, and may reach a length of two
inches. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are restricted to vernal pool/swales and ephemeral
freshwater areas. The life history of the verna pool tadpole shrimp is linked to the
phenology of the vernal pool habitat. The vernal pools haveavery low conductivity,
total dissolved solids, and alkalinity. These poolsare located most commonly in grass-
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bottomed swales of grasslandsin old alluvial soils underlain by hardpan or in mud-
bottomed pools containing highly turbid water. It has also been observed in stock ponds
and other seasonal wetlands.

After winter rainwater fillsthe pools, the populations are reestablished from diapaused
eggsthat lie dormant in the dry pool sediments. The vernal pool tadpole shrimp matures
slowly and islong lived so the adults are often present and reproductive until the pools
dry up in spring. The vernal pool tadpole shrimp often occurs with the vernal pool fairy
shrimp (USFWS 2003).

Unlikefairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp swim with their legs down, climb on
objects, and plow through sediments on the pool bottom (USFWS 1994). Their
omnivorous diet contributes to the importance of their ecological role within vernal pool
communities. Verna pool tadpole shrimp consume detritus, earthworms, mollusks, dead
tadpoles, frog eggs, fairy snrimp, and a variety of other invertebrates and microorganisms
(Pennak 1989, USFWS 1994).

Female tadpole shrimp produce up to six clutches of eggs per season, yielding more then
800 eggs in al, which are deposited on vegetation at the bottom of the pool. A portion of
the eggs will hatch immediately while the rest enter digpause (dormancy). Adults remain
present and reproductively active until the pools evaporate. Like fairy shrimp, the
population survives through the dry summer months as diapaused eggs in the pool
sediment. Some of these eggs will hatch when the pool fills with water in subsequent
seasons, while the remaining eggs remain in the sediment (USFWS 1994). Eggs
contained within the sediment at any given point can represent eggs deposited from
several breeding seasons. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp reach maturity 3 to 4 weeks after
initial inundation of the vernal pool. Service has developed standard survey protocols for
wet and dry seasons to determinethe presence or absence of this speciesin verna pool
habitats.

The verna pool tadpole shrimp's diet, dispersal mechanisms, and ability to with stand
disturbance are believed to be similar to those of the longhorn and vernal pool fairy
shrimp. No recovery plan has been developed for this species, nor has critical habitat
been designated. The conservation efforts for this species are the same as those
previously discussed for the longhorn and vernal pool fairy shrimp.

Historic and Current Distribution

The species is endemic to vernal pools throughout the Central Valley and isfound in
suitable habitats in the Central Valley from Shasta County to northern Tulare County, and
in the central coast range from Solano County to Alameda County. The species inhabits
vernal poolsand swalesin the Sacramento Valley containing clear to highly turbid water.
The vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known from 18 populations in the Central Valley,
ranging from east of Redding in Shasta County south through the Central Valley to the
San Luis National Wildlife Refuge in Merced County and from a single vernal pool
complex located on the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge in the City of
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Fremont, Alameda County (50 CFR Part 17). The vernal pool tadpole shrimp inhabits
verna poolsthat contain clear to highly turbid water and rangein size from 6 square
yards in the Mather Air Force Base area of Sacramento County to the 89-acre Ol cott
Lake at Jepson Prairie.

Reasons for Declineand Threatsto Survival

The loss of vernal wetlands is the primary cause for the decline of the vernal pool tadpole
shrimp. Service estimated that 90 percent of the suitable habitat for these species has
been destroyed by human activities (e.g., commercial and residential development,
agricultural development, off-road vehicle use, water development projects, and flood
control projects). Habitat has been lost not only from direct destruction and modification
of verna pools, but also from alterationsin vernal pool watersheds caused by
modification of surrounding uplands (USFWS 1994.). The verna pool tadpole shrimp
was listed as Endangered by Servicein 1994 largely because of the significant threats
associated with future habitat loss and fragmentation (USFWS 1994).

Central Valley steelhead (Onchorhynchus mykiss irideus)

Status: Threatened

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: Steelhead trout are
anadromous, salmonid fish that migrate through Central Valley riversand creeksen route
to spawning groundsin the Sierrafoothillsand mountains. Adult Central Valley
steelhead generally begin returning from the ocean to enter fresh water in early fall, and
hold in downstream areas until flows are high enough in tributariesfor spawning (Moyle
2002). They usually spawn during winter in high-gradient, upper reaches of tributariesin
cool, well-aerated water. After hatching, steelhead usually stay in fresh water for one to
two years. Juveniles can occupy avariety of in-stream habitats that provide adegquate
cover, food supply, and cold water temperatures (Moyle 2002). The species formerly
was much more abundant and widespread in the Valley, but historic runs have been all
but eliminated by dam construction and water diversions. These activities have bloclted
steelhead from their historic spawning grounds and have also substantially reduced
downstream flows. In the San Joaquin basin, spawning steelhead now appear to be
limited to a small population in the lower Stanislaus River (Y oshiyama 1999,
unpublished data cited in Moyle 2002).

California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii)

Status: Threatened

Habitat resuirements and distribution in the San Joaguin Valley: Thisfrog livesin and
near permanent sources of deep water, including perennial ponds, freshwater marshes and
backwater areas of streams (Jennings and Hayes 1994). It prefers quiet water areas with
pools at least two feet deep and dense riparian or emergent vegetation (Hayesand
Jennings 1988, cited in USFWS 2002), but can also occur in artificial ponds that lack
emergent vegetation (Scott and Rathbun in litt. 1998, cited in USFWS 2002). California
red-legged frogs often rest and feed in riparian vegetation close to water, and can disperse
through upland habitats far from water, especially on rainy nights during winter. The
species historically occurred in the San Joaquin Valley (Jennings and Hayes 1994), but
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may never have been widespread on the Valley floor (USFWS 2002). Its populations
were severely reduced by hunting and are now threatened by habitat loss and introduction
of exotic predators.

Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas)

Status: Threatened

Habitat requirements and distribution in the San Joaguin Valley: This agquatic snake
inhabits freshwater marshes, low-gradient streams, canals, and irrigation ditches in the
northern Valley asfar south as Mendota. During its active season in spring and summer,
it occurs predominantly in aquatic habitats and adjacent, dense marsh and riparian
vegetation. From late October to late March, it takes refuge above the high-water linein
abandoned rodent burrows and other subterranean refuges (BioSystems Analysis 1994,
CDFG 2002). The speciesformerly had a more widespread latitudinal distribution in the
Central Valley. Itisthreatened by wetland and waterway alteration, development, and
exotic fishes (BioSystems Analysis 1994).

San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica)

Status: Endangered

Habitat reauirements and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: This subspecies once
inhabited most of the San Joaquin Valley from Kern County north to San Joaguin County
(Grinnell et al. 1937, cited in USFWS 1998). It typically occursin arid grassland and
scrub habitats, including alkali and saltbush scrub (BioSystems Analysis 1994). San
Joaquin kit foxes require densfor shelter and reproduction, and prefer areas with friable
soil for excavating dens. They may a so use dens constructed by other animals, or use
human-made structures such as culverts or abandoned pipelines (B. Cypher pers. comm.,
cited in USFWS 1998). Kit foxes often change densand may use several dens
throughout the year. In the southern part of itsrange, they feed mostly on kangaroo rats
(Dipodomys spp.), pocket mice (Perognathus spp.), white-footed mice (Peromyscus
spp.), and other nocturnal rodents (USFWS 1998). They are subject to predation by
coyote (Canis latrans) and other larger carnivores. The largest extant population of kit
foxesinthe Valey isin western Kern County, but they may a so occur in scattered areas
of natural habitat in Fresno and Madera counties (USFWS 1998). The species has
disappeared from much of its former range as natural habitat has been converted to
agriculture and urban development. Kit fox populationsare becoming increasingly
disunct and fragmented (Koopman et al. 2000). In some areas, kit foxes have adapted to
agricultural and even urban environmentsthat provide sufficient food, den sites, and
protection from predators (Cypher and Frost 1999).

Plants
Brief summaries are provided below for the ten federally listed plantsincluded on the
USFWS species list for the study area.

Fleshy owl's-clover (Castilleja campestris S3p. succulenta)
Status: Threatened
Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: Fleshy owl's
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clover is ahemiparasitic annual plant in the snapdragon family (Scrophulariaceae). It is
between two and ten inchestall and produces yellow flowers during April and May.
Fleshy owl's clover is endemic to verna wetland habitats in the eastern San Joaquin
Valley at elevations fiom 80 to 2,300 feet (USFWS 2003a). It isfound most often in
vernal poolson aluvial terraces and tends to favor mildly to strongly acidic soils
(USFWS 2003a). There are 63 documented extant |ocations, scattered primarily in seven
vernal pool complexes between northern Fresno County and San Joaquin County
(USFWS 2003a).

Califor nia Jewel-flower (Caulanthus californicus)

Federal Status. Endangered; State Status; Endangered: CNPS list 1B

This annual herb occurs in chenopod scrub and in valley and foothill grassland habitats.
The blooming period extends from February to May. The current range of this species
includes Fresno and Kern Counties. Historic records are known from Kings and Tulare
Counties, but the plant is believed to be extirpated fiom these areas (CNPS 1994).
Twenty-four CNNDB occurrences of Californiajewel have been reported within Tulare,
Kings, Kern, and Fresno Counties as of April 2002.

Suitable valley and foothill grassland habitat for this speciesis present from the valley
floor to the lower elevation foothills of the Sierra Nevada. In addition, suitable chenopod
scrub habitat is present within historic lakebeds with heavy, saline and/or akaline clays
in portions of the action area, particularly in the southern San Joaquin Valley. Sensitive
habitat in which this species occurs includesvalley sink scrub, which isan element of
chenopod scrub (Holland 1986). Most of this habitat has been extirpated due to flood
control, agriculture development and groundwater pumping.

Kern mallow (Eremalche kernensis)

Federal Status. Endangered; State Status: None; CNPSlist 1B

This annua herb occursin chenopod scrub, and valley and foothill grassland habitats.
The blooming period extends fiom March to May. The range of this speciesis limited to
Kern County. The CNDDB reports that observations occurred between 1938 and 1995,
between the elevations of 230 and 1,700 feet. Many observations occurred in the Lokem
and Semitropic quadrangle aress.

Suitable valley and foothill grassland containing eroded hillsides, and chenopod scrub
within alkali flats are present in portions of the action area, particularly in the southern
San Joaquin Valley. Sensitive habitat in which this species occurs includes valley sink
scrub, whichis an element of chenopod scrub (Holland 1986). Most of this habitat has
been extirpated due to flood control, agriculture development, and groundwater pumping
(Holland 1986). This species is threatened by agriculture development and grazing
(Hickman 1993).
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San Joaquin Woolly-Thr eads (L embertia congdonii).

Federal Status: Endangered; State Status: None; CNPSist 1B

Thisannual herb occurs in chenopod scrub, and in valley and foothill grassland habitats.
The blooming period extends from March to May. The range of this species includes
Fresno and Kern Counties. Historic recordsare known from Kings and Tulare Counties,
but the plant is believed to be extirpated from these areas (CNPS 1994).

Suitable sandy valley and foothill grassland and chenopod scrub within lakebeds of heavy
saline and/or alkaline clays are present in portionsof the action area, particularly towards
the southwest San Joaquin Valley. Sensitive habitat in which this species occurs includes
valley sink scrub, whichis an element of chenopod scrub (Holland 1968).Most o this
habitat has been extirpated due to flood control, agriculture devel opment and
groundwater pumping.

Bakersfield Cactus (Opuntia basilaris var . treleasei).

Federal Status: Endangered; State Status: Endangered; CNPS ist 1B.

This shrub occurs in chenopod scrub habitat and sandy soils within valley and foothill
grassland habitat. The blooming period isMay. The range of Bakersfield cactusis limited
to Kern County. Recorded occurrences rangein elevation between 290 and 1,800 feet.

Suitable valley and foothill grassland and chenopod scrub forming arid plains are present
in portions of the action area, particularly towards the southeast San Joaquin Valley. This
speciesis threatened by agriculture and grazing (Hickman 1993).

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass (Orcuttia inaequalis)

Federal Status. Threatened

Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley:

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grassisa grayish-greenaromatic annual, two to six inchestall,
inthe grass family (Poaceag). It grows at least afew months underwater and occurs
exclusively in vernal pool and swale habitatsin the northeastern San Joaquin Valley from
Tulare to Stanislaus counties, between 155 and 2,475 feet in elevation (USFWS 2003a).
It blooms from April to September, as the vernal wetlands are drying, and requires
undisturbed habitat into the late spring and summer months. San Joaquin Valley Orcutt
grass generaly grows in larger pools, presumably because these dry out later in the
season (CDFG 2004).

Hairy Orcutt grass (Orcuttiapilosa)

Status. Endangered

Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: Hairy Orcutt
grassisadensely tufted annual, from two to eight inchestall, in the grass family
(Poaceae). It blooms between May and September and grows exclusively in vernal pool
habitats within the Sacramento and San Joaguinvalleys, at elevations ranging between
180 to 405 feet (USFWS 2003a). In the San Joaquin Valley, it historically occurred in
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widely scattered |ocations within Stanislaus, Madera, and Merced counties. Hairy Orcutt
grassis generally found in vernal poolson stream terraces and alluvial fans (Stone et al.
1988).

Occurrence potential in the Action Area: Low. Thereare no historic location records for
hairy Orcutt grass within the Action Areaor in Fresno County (CDFG 2004). No
suitable habitat for this species currently exists within the Action Area.

Occurrence potential in the one-mile buffer areaz High. One recorded location occurs
approximately 0.75 mile north of the Action Areanortheast of Herndon. This occurrence
was last documented in the CNDDB in 1986 (CDFG 2004), and is presumed to be extant
based on the presence of intact habitat. There are aso two extant occurrences recorded
from avernal pool complex north of Little Dry Creek, approximately two miles
northwest of the North Growth Area (CDFG 2004).

Hartweg's golden sunbur st (Pseudobahia bahiifolia).

Federal Status. Endangered; State Status: Endangered; CNPS list 1B.

Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joasuin Valley: Hartweg's
golden sunburst is a yellow-flowered annual, two to eight inchestall, in the aster family
(Asteraceae). It bloomsin March and April and is generally found at elevations of less
than 500 feet. Hartweg's golden sunburst often occurs on the upper, north-facing slopes
of mima mounds associated with vernal pools, and it is also found in mesic Sites such as
shady creekbeds and north-facing slopes (Stebbins 1991, cited in Vollmar 2002).
Historically, it is believed to have ranged acrossthe eastern Central Valley from Fresno
to Y uba counties, but now it is only known from two concentrations: one near the Fresno-
Madera county line and a second in Merced and Stanislaus counties.

San Joaquin adobe sunbur st (Pseudobahia peirsonii)

Federal Status: Threatened

Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joasuin Valley: San Joaquin
adobe sunburst is a yellow-flowered annual, four to eighteen inchestall, in the aster
family (Asteraceae). It bloomsin March and April and occurs at elevations between 100
and 1,000 feet. Itisentirely restricted to heavy adobe clay soils and its current range
includes Fresno, Tulare and Kern countiesin the eastern San Joaquin Valley.

Green€'s tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei)

Status: Endangered

Description of species, habitat and distribution in the San Joaquin Valley: Greene's
tuctoriaisatufted annual grass, two to six inchestall, in the grass family (Poaceae). Itis
documented from elevations between 110 to 440 feet and blooms between May and July.
It often grows in shallower vernal pools, which dry in April or early May (Stone et al.
1988). Greene's tuctoria historically occurred in the Sacramento and San Joaquin
valleys. However, inthe San Joaquin Valley it is believed to be extirpated entirely from
Fresno, Madera, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus countiesand only remains in Merced
County, where there are seven extant occurrences (CDFG 2004).
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Appendix D

Map of the Friant Division and Cross Valley Contractors
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

In accordance with section 102(2)(c ) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969, as amended, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has determined that an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required for the Accelerated Water Transfer
Program. Reclamation has prepared the Finding of No significant Impact (FONSI), whichis
supported by the attached Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the AWTP.
The SEA is hereby incorporated by reference. Reclamation finds that the project will not
have any significant impacts to the human environment.

Proposed Action

Reclamation proposesto increase the amount of water covered and alowed under the
existing AWTP for water years 2006-2010 to 255,000 acre feet. Project water can be
transferredfor any purpose recognized as beneficial under applicable State law.

Alternative Consideration

Reclamation considered three alternativesin the SEA, and has determined that no significant
impactsto the quality of the human environment would result from any. Thisconclusionis
based on the following.

This Finding of No Significant Impact is supported by thefollowing factors:

1. No change in project supply: The Friant/Cross Valley Contractors will
continueto receivetheir alotted CVP project supply based upon hydrologic
conditionsand environmental concerns.

2. Biological Resources: Therewould be no effect on biological resourcesas a
result of the proposed action.

3. Threatened and Endangered Species. There would be no effect on any
species listed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Although
there are known listed speciesin the area, the transfer and exchange program
will not affect critica habitat. Overadl water supplies are not changing.
Existing water supplies would be redistributed to meet crop demands on
existing agricultural lands in the same geographica area. This water would
be diverted with or without the transfers and exchanges as in the past.

4. Cultural Resources: The action includes no new structures such as dams,
canals, or reservoirs, construction activities, or physical changes to the
environment and therefore will not affect prehistoric, historic, or traditional
cultural properties.

5. Demographics and Environmental Justice: Because the proposed action is
only increasing the flexibility of current operations, it will not have an
adverse effect on human health or the environment, as defined by



environmental justice policies and directives. The proposed action will not
disproportionately affect any socio-economic or low-income groups.

Indian Trust Assets: No Indian Trust Assets occur within the Contractors
serviceareas. Therefore, nodirect or indirectimpactsto Indian Trust Assets
would occur.

The AWTP would alow CVP water to continue to be beneficially used in accordance with
Reclamation's water rights permitsasin the past.
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FINAL SUPPLENIENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
FORTHE ACCELERATEDWATER TRANSFER PROGRAM -
FRIANT AND CROSSVALLEY CONTRACTORS2006-2010

Introduction

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) provides additional information and
analysis for an expansion of Environmental Assessment (EA-05-92) Accelerated Water
Transfers and Exchanges Central Valley Project Contractors Friant Divison 2006-2010
and is hereby incorporated by referenceinto this document. This SEA does not replace EA-
05-92, instead the SEA addsto the EA.

Proposed Action

Reclsunation prepared EA-05-92 under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to
analyzethe effects of an accelerated water transfer program (AWTP) on the quality of the
human environment, analyzing up to 150,000 acre-feet of water for water year 2006 -2010.
Reclamation has subsequently been made aware that additional amounts of water, resulting
from current hydrological conditions, are availablefor transfer. Moreover, approvasfor
transfersof more than 150,000 af in onewater year have occurred in the past. Reclamation
therefore proposesto increase the amount of water covered by the AWTP to 255,000 acre-
feet for water years 2006-2010. The conditions, specifics, and exceptions of the AWTP
remain as described in EA-05-92. Water districtswill not be receiving Centra Valley
Project (CVP) water in excess of their CV P contract amounts. Reclamation aso prepared a
Supplemental Environmental Assessment which analyzed up to 255,000 acre-feet of water
transferred among Friant and CrossValey CVP Contractors.

Purposeand Need

Reclsunation hasidentified a need, as described in EA-05-92 to transport, rel ocate, or shift
CVP water suppliesto meet irrigation demand or municipal and industrial (M&I)
requirements. The purpose of the AWTP isto implement an accel erated water transfer
program to facilitate efficient water management through water transfersand/or exchanges
between Friant and Cross Valey Contractors. Approvasfor transfers under EA-05-92 have
already reached the original 150,000 acre feet of water in thefirst month of the water year.
The water year runs from March 1 to February 28 thefollowing year.
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ALTERNATIVES

Alternativel
Reclamation hasidentified two reasonableaternativesto the proposed action, in additionto
theNo Action Alternative required by NEPA.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamationwould not increase the amount of water
covered by AWTPto 255,000 acre feet for water years 2006-2010. The current coverage for
150,000 acre feet would remainin place. This alternative corresponds with the Preferred
Alternativein EA-05-92.

Alternativel
Thisisthe Preferred Alternative, and the proposed action

Alternative2

Under this alternative, Reclamation would increasethe amount of water covered by the
2006-2010 AWTP to some amount lessthan the 255,000 af proposed. Asthere are 149,999
possible permutations of this alternative, Reclamation has chosen to use the middle range
(225,000) as the basisfor aternative analysis.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The incorporated by reference documents @A-05-92) included physical resources (e.g.
groundwater, biological, and surfacewater supplies) as well asthe composition of the
contractors; this SEA defersto that document for resources considered and environment
described.

TRANSFERS AND EXCHANGES

Water districtsmake decisionsto transfer and exchange water for avariety of reasons
related to efficient and beneficial use of CVP water, and good water management. Transfers
and exchangesof surface water help to protect groundwater resources, aswell asalowing
groundwater basinsto replenish, create partnershipsamount water agencies, and enable
district to meet the repayment requirementsfor the CVP.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The No Action Alternative was analyzed in EA-05-92.

Under Alternatives 1 and 2 any impactsare expected to be similar in both alternativesand of
such a short duration that they will be minor in both context and intensity. Reclamation has
re-examinedthe analysis containedin EA-05-92for consegquences on the environment asa
result of the AWTP, and has determined that the analysisis sufficient in scopeto includean
increased AWTP of up to 255,000 af. Under that analysisthere would be no major changes
to any resources or quality on the human environment as aresult of the Preferred Alternative
or Alternative2.
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No additional consultations or coordinationis required beyond what has been completed to
date.
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